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Editorial 


Dear Readers: 


The recent Bible-Science convention held in Minneapolis, Minnesota was 
an exciting and challenging experience for those of us who attended. Many 
new developments and discoveries were presented. Perhaps the most signifi- 
cant development for this writer was the realization of howrich the potential is 
for building creative and imaginative empirically based models within the 
biblical framework. There were a number of provocative and startling new 
models presented along with refinement and further elaboration of old ones. 

But there were also some ominous thunderings that could be felt at the 
periphery of our convention fellowship, for the proliferation of empirically 
based biblical cosmology models may be very much like the proliferation of 
Christian denominations. Not all can see eye-to-eye as to which ones are best, 
and just as there has been much wrangling among Christians over denomina- 
tional issues, so there may well come to be much fighting among the brethren 
in the creation-science movement. It is already the case that some of the 
dearest leaders in biblical creationism are sharply divided in their views of the 
empirical merit of some of the new ideas. 

Worldly scientists fight and bicker over the preeminence of their own theo- 
ties, not giving a moment's consideration to the weightier matter of “love of 
neighbor.” Theirs is an elitist approach in which the highest and most brilliant 
assumes lofty intellectual dominance over his or her fellows, and the simple 
layman is hardly to be seen, much less heard. But ours is a higher calling. In 
Christ we know better than the world. We know that we all need one another. 
The scientist, the pastor and the layman are linked together in a fellowship of 
mutual dependence and service, not competition and struggle. We know that 
scientific search is a moral and spiritual matter as well as an intellectual one, 
and that scientific discovery is not a matter of passive truth wrenched from 
ignorance by brute intellectual force. Ultimate truth is active and personal 
—Christ said, “| am the way, the truth, and the life’ — and therefore reveals 
itself by grace. In a deep spiritual sense this applies to truth and knowledge in 
all spheres including science. Scientific discovery is a gift from God. 

1 Corinthians 11:19 states, ‘“‘No doubt there have to be differences among 
you to show which of you have God's approval.” (NIV) In the present context it 
should be clear that it is not a matter of this or that particular difference that 
shows someone as having God's approval but, rather, how one conducts 
oneself in the face of our differences as giving witness of God's approval. It 
should also be clear that the challenge of the hour is not merely to show by our 
conduct which among us has God's approval, although that most certainly will 
be shown. Rather, the challenge of the hour is to conduct ourselves collectively 
so as to witness to the world all the more effectively that “In the beginning God 
created the heavens and the earth,” and that in that witness we as loving 
members of Christ's body have God's approval. Let us love one another. 


Paul D. Ackerman 
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LETTERS AND COMMENTS 


Dear Editor: 


Let me emphasize how grateful | am for the absolutely essential work you 
are doing in spreading the message for creationism. Here, as nowhere else, 
the battle has been joined between the truth of God and the smooth deceptions 
of Satan. 

Thank you for the information about our brethren in Australia: | had not 
known of their work, and am glad to hear of it. Dr. Rushdoony is in fact 
currently in Australia, meeting with parliamentary committees to preserve the 
liberties of Christian schools there. 


Cordially yours, 
Douglas F. Kelly 
Box 1285 

Murphys, CA 95247 


Dear Editor: 


Your offer to send samples to interested libraries was an excellent idea. I'm 
enclosing the names and addresses of eight public libraries in Louisiana that 
are interested in receiving copies of the CSSH Quarterly. 

Really enjoy your periodical. 


Cordially Yours, 

Ron Calais 

137 Oak Crest Drive 
Lafayette, LA 70503 


Dear Editor: 


I've supported the Creation Social Science & Humanities Society since its 
inception, and have often enjoyed the articles by Ellen Myers. 

It was with some concern, then, that! read her unqualified recommendation 
of Constance Cumbey’s The Hidden Dangers of the Rainbow. 

While | would agree that New Age cults are destructive and Satanic, some 
legitimate questions have been asked about Cumbey’s more extravagant 
statements, particularly about fellow Christians (see “‘Is the Antichrist in the 
World Today?” Christianity Today, 2 September 1983, and “Consensus or 
Conspiracy: The New Age Movement,” Cornerstone No. 64, a copy of which | 
enclose). 

| would point out that Cornerstone first introduced me to creation science, 
and has for years been one of its most outspoken proponents. Your readers 


CSSH Quarterly 
Vol. VI, No. 2 (Winter 1983) 


may find this magazine — published six times a year — worthy of their 
attention (a year’s subscription, at $6, is available from 4707 North Malden, 
Chicago, Ill. 60640). 

Cornerstone’s Eric Pement and the Spiritual Counterfeits Project of Berkeley 
both show thatit’s possible to blow the whistle about New Age groups without 
being quite as alarmist as it seems Constance Cumbey has become. 


In Christ’s peace 
Douglas L LeBlanc 
10335 Lebanon Street 
Baton Rouge, LA 70816 





Jesus heals a leper. 


Archaeology, The Bible 
and The Post-Flood Origins of 
Chinese History 
Roy L. Hales 


During the past century many theories of a western origin for Chinese 
civilization have been proposed. One of the best documented attempts was 
based on the similarity of neolithic pottery in eastern Europe and China. It was 
discarded because archaeologists believed that any such large scale migration 
should leave abundant evidences in the intervening lands and that evidence 
was not available. On Biblical presuppositions, of course, we might expect no 
intervening link because the migration to distant lands occurred rapidly after 
the Tower of Babel episode. An examination of Chinese tradition, and the 
legends of the equally ancient Far Eastern Miao tribes, suggests that China 
was colonised after a flood like that described in the Bible. 


THE FLOOD 
The flood was as important in the ancient mythologies of the peoples of 
China, as it is to Scripture. Many primitive peoples described it as a catastrophe 
of Biblical dimensions. The Miao legend states that a single human couple 
escaped the deluge in a wooden drum, and then gave birth to the first members 
of post flood humanity.' The Shu King, China’s first “history”, states: 
destructive in their overflow are the waters of the inundation. In their 
vast extent they embrace the hills and overtop the great heights, threat- 
ening the heavens with their floods.? 


WORLD PRE-FLOOD GENEALOGIES 

Yu, the Chinese “Noah”, overcame the flood waters, but he and his imme- 
diate predecessors are of a lineage well known to world mythology. The Bible, 
the ancient Sumerians and the Chinese all cite a chronology of ten rulers 
whose last member was the hero of a Great Flood epoch. Similar legends are 
known from Greece and India. Some modern scholars have recognised the 
unity of these genealogies and suggested they may have originated in ancient 
Sumeria. In our Biblical framework, the great flood was an actual event and 
each of these traditions indigenous to the lands where they are found. Such a 
currency of like traditions is to be expected on the basis of Scripture, and on 
that basis Miao are quite correct in ascribing the whole of post flood humanity 
to a single family. 
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A BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION OF CHINESE ARCHAEOLOGY 

A Biblical interpretation of China's village culture must necessarily cut 
3,000 years off the current reconstruction of that nation’s neolithic era. The 
vast bulk of early cultures, the Yang Shao and Lung Shan among them, would 
be incorporated as components of Hsia dynasty times (2205 B.C. to 1766 B.C.). 
The earliest villages would not have been more than a few hundred years 
earlier. 


SIMILARITIES OF SUMERIAN AND CHINESE CULTURE 
Genesis 11:2 states that after the flood mankind found a plain in the land of 
Sinar (Sumeria) and settled there. There are evidences in China’s culture that 
indicate a Sumerian origin. The term “‘black-headed people” for their own 
race, and an emphasis on astronomy and mathematics in early times are 
common to both cultures. 
Furthermore, the identity of a great body of astronomical lores and 
astrological superstitions, the use of methods of measurement, the 
cycle of sixty and decimal system, the belief in interrelation and corre- 
spondence of five elements, of five colors and the harmony of numbers, 
together with a multitude of other customs on the part of both the 
Chinese and Chaldeans cannot be explained as merely co-incidences.3 


JAPHETIC ORIGINS OF THE CHINESE 

From Sumeria, mankind spread out across the earth and it seems quite 
probable that the ancestors of the Chinese accompanied the Japhetic migra- 
tion into Europe. The Caucasian and Mongolian races have long been recog- 
nized as close genetic relatives.* When Sir William Dawson broke the early 
Chinese language into its monosyllable roots, in the late nineteenth century, 
he found them traceable to all stocks of European speech.’ Then, too, the 
painted urns of one of China’s earliest neolithic cultures (the Yang Shao) have 
no other correspondents in China, but are strikingly like “similar painted 
wares” from Turkestan, the Caucasus, the Ukraine and the Balkans. 


MIAO TRADITIONS OF BEGINNINGS AND THE MIGRATION 

Hugo Bernatzek found traditions of another homeland and an ancient migra- 
tion from among the Miao tribes who now live in Thailand. The first two human 
beings, a brother and sister, supposedly appeared after “the earth was flooded 
by the ocean”. The Miao also talk of a “golden age” before weeds grew in the 
field and of how ripe grain flew through the air into men’s houses. 

This age came to an end when one lazy woman disobeyed her husband and 
didn’t sweep the house clean to receive the ripe grain. There are stories, too, of 
an original homeland many years journey to the north where the days and 
nights are six months long and it is very cold.® 

A missionary named F.M.I. Savina had earlier collected the stories of the 
Miao who lived in southern China. These people also spoke of the “golden 
age”, indicating that it had ended when a woman picked some forbidden 
strawberries. They told of how a brother and sister had escaped the flood 
waters in a wooden drum and how all post flood humanity was descended 
from them. Then there came a time when mankind grew numerous and tried 
to reach heaven with a ladder. The “Lord of Heaven” struck these few dead 
with lightning. Before this time all people had spoken one language: now they 
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were given many languages and, not being able to understand one another, 
separated. The Miao went to a land where the days and nights were six 
months long. They eventually migrated into Honan province, in China, and 
were in possession of that land when the Hia — or “Chinese” — arrived.? 


BIBLICAL ASPECTS OF MIAO AND CHINESE LEGENDS 

Both Miao and Chinese traditions assume several Biblical sounding aspects. 
Miao legends mention an original “golden age” lost to mankind through 
disobedience, a great flood and the subsequent dispersal of the human family 
throughout the world. Chinese tradition possesses no fall story, and no migra- 
tion epic, but lists a number of pre-flood characters who are very similar to 
those found in the Bible. 


THE FIRST TEN CHINESE EMPERORS 

Stories of the first ten emperors of China follow a chronology much like that 
of the first ten generations of Genesis. Like Adam, the first emperor was 
specially created, ruled “over the earth” (Genesis 1:28) and wore the skins of 
animals. Shen-nung, the second emperor, was like Adam's son Cain in that he 
was the first farmer, who invented the plow and instigated the first markets. 
During another emperor's reign cattle were first herded, pitch pipes were 
invented and the first instruments of bronze and iron fashioned: Genesis 
4:19-22 attributes these innovations to the sons of Lamech. The seventh man 
of each list was a bigamist. Noah and Yu, the tenth members of their lists, were 
flood heroes who developed a limp during the course of their labours and who 
were associated with the discovery of wine.'° The comparisons between 
Chinese and Biblical chronology are so many that many mythologists have 
admitted that they must have been inspired by the same source. These modern 
scholars suggest that both traditions evolved from Sumerian legends, but 
there are far more resemblances between Chinese and Biblical tradition than 
exist between the myths of Sumeria and China. 


SUPPOSEDLY OLDER CHINESE TRADITIONS 

Numerous pre-Imperial personalities would appear to refute the thesis that 
the Imperial/Biblical generations are historical, but these myths in many ways 
actually strengthen the Scriptural link. Many of the stories can be dismissed as 
late inventions. Others, of an obvious antiquity, often demonstrate claims 
contemporary to the Imperial line and Scripture. For instance, Suei Jen taught 
men how to make fires and set up markets: innovations also claimed by 
pre-flood emperors and, at least in regard to markets, Cain. The flood waters 
followed and when they had covered seven-tenths of the earth Kung Kung 
took advantage of mankind's compressed situation to make himself king. 

Alternate versions relate that Kung Kung was an inept official who failed to 
halt the rising flood waters and that he was the father of Yu (Noah, in the 
present thesis). The similarities between these mythical fragments and the 
Imperial chronologies are such that they may have descended from alternate 
traditions of the same era." 


MIAO AND CHINESE MIGRATIONS INTO CHINA 
The Miao claim to have migrated into China prior to the Chinese and there 


are many evidences that support such a claim. Ch’ih Yu, the third emperor, 
was the chieftan of the Li tribes who are part of the Miao race. Some, 
admittedly late, traditions state that Huang Ti led the Chinese out of the 
northwest and into China at this time. Huang Ti’s overthrow of Ch’‘ih Yu, which 
must be regarded as a Miao/Chinese struggle, is the first war of Chinese 
history. Whatever historical basis these legends may have, however, they 
appear to be chronologically misplaced. The entire sequence of pre-flood 
Imperial history appears to be like that of the Bible, and Huang Ti is in the 
middle of this sequence. Furthermore, both Miao and Biblical chronologies cite 
these events as occurring after the flood. A far more logical candidate for 
leading the post flood migration to China is Yu, who established the Hsia 
dynasty (2205 B.C. — 1766 B.C.) after the flood.'2 


YU LED THE “CHINESE” INTO CHINA 

Within the legends of Yu are hints of two personalities: a flood hero and a 
migration leader. During the course of his labours, Yu paced the length of the 
earth. He then established the Hsia dynasty and cast nine caldrons which 
became symbolic of his dynasty. The origin of the metal for these caldrons 
— which represent the nine provinces of China — is problematic: one authority 
insists this material came from “the nine regions (of the empire)’, another 
states that the metal was “brought from far off countries by the nine shep- 
herds”.'3 The second interpretation supports a colonization hypothesis, espe- 
cially when we consider the strong sheepherding traditions of Sumeria and 
the Balkan regions of eastern Europe. Further hints as to Yu’s migration are 
gained through his father, Kung Kung. One Chinese tradition asserts that 
when flood waters covered seven-tenths of the earth Kung Kung took advan- 
tage of this fact to extend his rule over all of them. Miao tradition states that 
mankind grew numerous after the flood, but then dispersed after the “confu- 
sion of the tongues”. Scripture mentions that mankind settled in the land of 
Shinar (Sumeria) after the flood and that a certain Nimrod established his 
kingdom there: then came the confusion of tongues and dispersal. Yu's claim 
to be the son of Kung Kung (Nimrod, in this thesis) may or may not be true, but 
he probably took the idea of “empire” with him to China. Numerous archaeo- 
logical remains and retained customs testify to the Sumerian and Japhetic 
origins of Chinese civilization. 


DISTORTION OF CHINESE TRADITION 

In time, egocentric ideas of Chinese superiority and of the emperor as the 
“Son of Heaven” came to distort the traditional chronologies of beginnings. 
The flood was remembered, but Chinais the only culture which claims to have 
conquered its flood and the conqueror was, of course, an emperor. That this 
“emperor” led the Chinese into their future homeland is most probable. His 
recasting as “Noah” seems quite natural ina culture which came to disregard 
anything not Chinese. Omitting the foreign episodes, there was nothing before 
Yu except the flood. 


VALUE OF CHINESE TRADITION 
Despite these distortions, Chinese tradition remains one of the most essen- 
tial evidences in any attempt to build a creationist framework of world history. 


The Chinese were one of the earliest literate civilizations and, with the Greeks 
and Hebrews, perhaps the first historically minded people. Most of eastern 
Asia derived cultural roots from China. 


VALUE OF CREATIONIST RECONSTRUCTION TO MIAO AND 
CHINESE TRADITION 

Within a creationist framework of history, both Chinese and Miao traditions 
derive a historicity which was formerly denied them. The Miao stories of the 
flood, of a confusion of tongues and a subsequent migration to China appear as 
historical events. Many of the first Chinese emperors appear to have been 
historical characters, which makes it quite possible that the others are as well. 
Eight people survived the flood, with six different family backgrounds behind 
them. Any number of details, which are not in the Biblical record but neverthe- 
less true, could have passed into folklore. The framework for any such 
reconstruction, however, lies in Genesis, chapters 1 to 11. Itis within the idea 
of a post-flood colonization like that described in the Bible that the traditions of 
China’‘s most ancient peoples — the Miao and “Chinese” — are reconciled 
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THE PREFLOOD GENERATIONS 


BIBLICAL 
Adam 

Seth Cain 
Enos Enoch 
Cainan lrad 
Mahalaleel Mehyjael 
Jared Methusael 
Enoch Lamech 
Methuselah Tubal-cain 
Lamech 

Noah 


CHINESE* 
Fu Hsi 


Shen-nung 
Ch’ih Yu 
Huang Ti 
Shao Hao 

Chuan Hsu 

Ku 
Yao 
Shun 
Yu 


“as reconstructed by Bernhard Karlgren & cited in Joseph Campbell; The Masks of 


God — Oriental Mythology pp. 382-389. 


The Chinese Great Wall 





The Origin of Creation Myths 
Jerry Bergman 


Almost every culture has a creation myth. On Biblical creation presupposi- 
tions, they are all basically variations of the core theme of the God-given 
creation account found in Genesis. A number of researchers have concluded 
that the source of all creation myths stems back to a common point, probably 
actual historical events in history (Van Over 1980; Roth, 1981). They all come 
from one early source and are different only because time and local cultural 
circumstances have embellished or altered them. This is the reason why the 
details in the creation myths vary, but either the basic outline is similar, or at 
least they share common elements. 

Van Over, one of the leading ‘creation myth” researchers concluded (1980: 
10), “The surprising and perplexing fact is that the basic themes for (creation) 
myths in widely different geographical areas are strikingly similar.’ Further- 
more, these basic themes are contained in the record found in the second 
chapter of Genesis. This similarity has intrigued scholars for years. Rooth 
(1981) analyzed 300 North American Indian creation myths and found that, 
aside from variations according to culture and other factors, the entire group 
had only a few basic themes. 

As Van Over (1980: 11) asks, “Why such similarity of mythic ideas and 
images throughout these distant cultures?’ Many scholars have puzzled over 
this phenomenon; among them is the renowned Claude Levi-Strauss (1963: 
208) who, after years of studying myths, says there is an “astounding similarity 
between myths collected in widely different regions (of the world)” and that 
“throughout (creation) myths resemble one another to an extraordinary 
degree.” (Quoted in Van Over, 1980: 11) Another eminent researcher, Kluck- 
hohn (1965: 158), concluded that “there is an outstanding similarity between 
myths collected in widely different regions.” Regarding this similarity Van Over 
(1980: 11) concludes, “The scholarly argument has raged for decades and it 
continues to this day. No definite answer seems yet to have developed, but 
theories abound.” 


THE MEANING OF ANCIENT CREATION MYTHS 

Of the major difficulties in understanding creation myths is answering the 
question “‘to what degree did the ancients understand them as literal?” If, ten 
thousand years from now, archeologists unearthed some remains of con- 
temporary American civilization, based only on this evidence, they could easily 
assume that Americans believed in literal creatures called Santa Clauses, 
flying reindeer, tooth fairies, and odd white men who wore the label, “Mr. 
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Clean,” to name but a few examples. Few persons today in fact believe that the 
sun rises or sets, the earth has four corners, that rain falls (it is pulled), 
automobiles are self-movers, (auto = self, mobile = move), motion pictures are 
pictures that move, movement of finger or other bone joints is “cracking one’s 
knuckles” or that cameras “take” a picture (after the picture is “taken,” the 
“picture” is obviously still there). These vivid figures of speech we take for 
granted, and no one except possibly children and retarded adults understands 
them literally. 

These few examples illustrate the difficulty of understanding culture from a 
few isolated artifacts, including words. Likewise, there is good evidence that 
the ancients did not literally believe that Zeus caused rain, the sun was a god, 
or any of the other myths which we today enjoy reading (Ellis, 1982). 

Mankind has always loved stories, and most of the ancient myths were 
stories, and should be viewed as such today unless there are compelling 
reasons not to (Sproul, 1979). Of course, there is no doubt that past genera- 
tions believed many things which we today recognize are wrong. Ellis (1982: 
12) concludes that: 

If one is acquainted with the nature of myth (even on an elementary 
level), one is aware that even the ancient peoples who constructed them 
did not subscribe to a “literal” interpretation of them. The truth content 
of myth was considered to be higher, ina moral or religious sense, than 
merely a description of physical reality. For anyone in the twentieth 
century to ascribe “‘literal’ reality to these ancient myths is almost too 
comical in itself to need further ridicule. 


THE EPIC OF GILGAMESH 

The most famous of all non-Biblical creation myths, the Epic of Gilgamesh, 
as is true of many such myths, was not, as we will show, written to tell the story 
of creation, but the tragedy of life. Sandars (1978: 7) summarized the story as 
follows: 

Gilgamesh is not the first human hero .. . but the first tragic (non- 
Biblical) hero of whom anything is known and (is) the most typical of 
individual man in his search for . . . understanding, and of this search 
the conclusion must be tragic. It is perhaps surprising that anything so 
old as a story of the third millenium B.C. should still have power to move, 
and still attract readers in the twentieth century A.D., and yet it does. The 
narrative is incomplete and may remain so; nevertheless, it is today the 
first surviving epic poem from any period until the appearance of 
Homer's lliad; and it is immeasurably older. 

The Gilgamesh epic is most famous for its account of the flood. The modern 
re-discovery of this account occurred only in the previous century. George 
Smith, of the Society of Biblical Archeology, reported in 1872 that he located 
an “unknown” account of the flood among the Assyrian tablets in the British 
Museum (Hasel, 1974; Hoberman, 1983). He soon published the Chaldean 
Account of the Deluge and interest was immediate and widespread. The 
deluge tablet, though, was incomplete and so a search for more tablets 
ensued. In time, Prof. Smith found many of the missing lines of the description 
of the flood which was then, and still is today, “the most complete best 
perserved part of the whole Epic” (Sandars, 1978: 10). 
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Many scholars now believe that the Gilgamesh narrative of the flood was 
written primarily in order to elucidate the struggle to find meaning and pur- 
pose in life. It was not meant, they contend, to be an historical account. Thus 
Sandars (1978: 40) notes: 

Although the Gods play a great partin the epic. . . Gilgamesh appears to 
have been... a secular poem... there is no suggestion that it was 
recited as part of a religious ritual as was the great Babylonian poem of 
creation, The Enuma Elish, though it contained quasi-religious material 
in the laments over the dead, and in the set pieces of “wisdom.” Itis a 
separate narrative, divided into loosely connected episodes covering the 
most important events in the life of the hero. 


THE PURPOSE OF CREATION MYTHS 
Many other so-called “creation accounts” are likewise stories, written not 
necessarily to inform the reader of the means of physical creation, but to teach 
some moral principle via obvious folk-hero stories or to instruct a culture about 
some tradition (Hasel, 1974). In this regard they are quite distinct from the 
Biblical account which contains much of what Hasel (1974) calls “‘antimythical 
polemic.” In other words, the Bible contains statements indicating that itis not 
to be considered mere “‘myth.” Many creation myths, on the other hand, only 
incidentally refer to creation. Their primary purpose is not, itseems, to describe 
creation. Many, like the Gilgamesh Epic discussed above are concerned pri- 
marily with problems of living and life (Doria, 1976; Fahs and Spoerl 1983). 
Nonetheless, there is a basic similarity between most creation myths and 

Genesis. Among the aspects of the early history of the world found in Genesis 
which are also found in many or most creation stories are the confusion of 
tongues at Babel, and the flood account. In addition to Scripture, aspects of the 
Tower of Babel account are also found in Syrian, Sumerian, Greek, Babylo- 
nian, Chinese, Hindu, Persian and even the Estonian, Irish, American Indian, 
Toltec and Cholulan creation stories. As regards the great flood, Warshofsky 
(1977: 129) notes: 

With variations, that Biblical account of a great, universal flood is part of 

the mythology and legend of almost every culture on earth. Even people 

living far from the sea — the Hopi Indians in the American Southwest, 

the Incas high in the Peruvian Andes — have legends of a great flood 

washing over the land, covering the tops of mountains and wiping out 

virtually all life on earth. 


SUMMING UP 

The essential categories of all creation myths are directly taught or at least 
reflected in Genesis. In the Biblical perspective these concepts had their origin 
ina set of events which actually occurred and which were transmitted to later 
generations by the first humans. The first humans, Adam and Eve, gave their 
immediate descendants information which became part of later historical 
records, parts of which are found today in Genesis. As the descendants of 
Adam scattered, they carried what they remembered (the essential elements) 
of the history found in Genesis. In time this history was altered, embellished 
and changed as the various cultures developed. Nevertheless, in most cases 
the essential story remained the same. Currently available evidence is consist- 
ent with this picture (Long 1963). All of the creation myths appear to be 
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basically derived from the factual events that Genesis is based upon. although 
in some cases only small remnants of the original story are left. 
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The Hypothetical Indo-European 
Language 
Lorella Rouster 


A book on language for young people declares, ‘Modern scientists have 
brought back words that long ago floated off into silence. They have rebuilt a 
language that was never written and that no one has spoken for 5,000 years." 

Virtually every student of English linguistics today learns of the hypothetical 
Indo-European tongue, also called Aryan, Indo-Teutonic, or Indo-Germanic. 
Linguists have “reconstructed” this language even though they have not one 
shred of manuscript evidence that such a language ever existed. 

William Jones, a British linguist born thirty years before the American War 
for Independence, was the first to note seriously the number of similarities 
between far-removed languages like German, Greek, and Sanskrit. Lan- 
guages attracted Jones from his youth and he learned Latin, Greek, French, 
Italian, German, Spanish, Portuguese, Hebrew, Arabic and some Chinese. 
While a British government judge in India, he learned Sanskrit, the language of 
the sacred texts of Hinduism. At that time it has been estimated that he knew 
about a dozen languages perfectly, and had learned a lot about twenty-eight 
more. Jones recognized that all these languages were so similar that they must 
be related in some way. Yet his study did not seem to indicate that Sanskrit, for 
example, had grown out of any of the other languages. Jones began to suspect 
that all the related languages he was studying were not related as parent to 
child, but as brother to sister. They must be all decended from one parent. 
Jones guessed the parent must be some language no longer spoken.? 

From the time Jones first suggested the rudiments of the Indo-European 
hypothesis, linguists began collecting word similarities and linguistic evidence 
to support the hypothesis. Groups of words that seemed to be “‘brother-sister 
related” were gathered and studied. Often the linguists constructed words 
which they felt could have been the parent of all the known brother-sister 
words, using known principles of linguistic change.? 

Linguists felt they could determine not only the basic vocabulary of what 
they conceived to be the parent language, but also where this language must 
have been spoken, millenia ago. Since all the Indo-European languages had a 
word for the beech tree, linguists felt the parent language must have been 
spoken somewhere where 5,000 years or so ago, beech trees grew. Paleobot- 
anists said that the beech tree grew in central Europe, its eastern limit 
stretching as a line from the Baltic to the Black sea. All the languages had a 
word for turtle. Turtles at that time had a northern limit, paleozoologists 
believed, which excluded Scandinavia and limited the hypothetical parent 
tongue to central Europe.* Many other plants and animals were similarly 
traced, all to the same general geographical region. 

Linguists noticed, however, that not all plant and animal names could be 
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similarly traced. They assumed that when an animal or plant name occurred 
only in some languages or language groups, that the speakers of those 
tongues encountered these plants and animals later in their history, after 
moving away from the parent homeland. They reasoned that they must have 
added these new words to their changing languages, by borrowing or by 
invention, when they encountered these life forms in other parts of the world.5 

There seems to be adequate linguistic evidence to indicate that the hypothet- 
ical Indo-European language could indeed have existed. If it was not written, as 
some languages today still are not, there could never have been manuscript 
evidence to document its existence. If this is so, the language might well have 
been spoken by the early descendants of Japheth, who many Bible scholars 
believe populated central Europe shortly after the dispersion at Babel. In this 
case, the now extinct Indo-European tongue would probably have been one of 
the languages which resulted from the original confusion of tongues. In this 
case, we probably should call Indo-European “Japhethitic’’ in analogy to 
“Semitic” and “‘Hamitic,” other well known language families.é 

But either alternative takes us back excitingly close to Babel. Evolutionary 
linguists place the hypothetical Indo-European language at the time of the 
recession of the Ice Age, at the dawn of recorded European culture. Albert 
Baugh says, “‘It is customary to place the end of their common existence 
somewhere between 3500 and 2000 B.C.""? Remember that he is speaking of 
the end, not the beginning of the common tongue. “The parent tongue,” he 
explains, from which the Indo-European languages have sprung had already 
become divided and scattered before the dawn of history.’® We must be 
careful not to jump to conclusions which would ultimately bring ridicule upon 
the creationist cause, such as the one-time assumption that Hebrew was the 
original tongue. On the other hand, when the merging of the Indo-European 
tongues takes us back to the very dawn of recorded history and near to the time 
of Babel and the Flood, it certainly is worth a creationist’s study. 
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BOOK REVIEW 


Barry Fell, Bronze Age America. Little, Brown and Company, Boston, Toronto, 
1982, 304 pp. incl. Glossary and Index. Hardcover, price not given. 


Anthropologists, archaeologists, historians, linguists, here is a book which is 
bound to capture your intense interest! Laypeople, especially those of you 
interested in the pre-Columbus or even pre-Leif Ericson history of our own 
North American continent, be sure to read this fine book. Set aside a good 
afternoon or evening as you should be prepared to want to readitin one sitting. 
Scholarly yet excitingly alive, about old times yet curiously modern, revolution- 
ary about current theories of American B.C. yet somehow not unexpected to 
those who are open-minded about these current theories, this book is fascinat- 
ing on every page. Its findings are confirmed by eminent academic authorities. 

Although the author doubtless did not intend to give support to the modern 
creationist movement, his findings, explicitly summarized in his conclusion, 
bear out the creationist cultural assumption that mankind did not rise from a 
brute and primitive evolutionist animalism but rather fell from original, direct 
and specially God created perfection. Barry Fell found the “remarkable fact. . . 
that the ancient Europeans were not barbarians. They not only spoke in the 
chief dialects of the Indo-European tongues, but already by late Neolithic times 
the Europeans could write(emphasis his).” (p. 289) Fell writes: “. . . we have 
greatly underrated the achievements of the Bronze Age peoples of northern 
Europe. . . the ancient shipwrights made sound vessels, whose skippers and 
crews Sailed them across the ocean.” (p. 288) 

Fell does not hesitate to question the supposed antiquity of certain European 
works of art. He refers to “the surprising discovery that words appropriate to 
the contexts are painted or engraved beside the famous cavern paintings of the 
great Aurignacian sites of Europe. These works of art have been attributed to 
Paleolithic people of 20,000 years ago, yet we find now that they apparently 
used the same words for the animals they painted as did German and French, 
Spanish and Basque speakers within historic times . . . | think it is wrong to 
date all the parietal art to about 20,000 B.C. That part of it that carries readable 
labels must be much younger.” (pp. 290, 291) 

Fell then refers to the investigation of what turned out to be a Basque coin 
(described in detail in Chapter 15), “made by Basques from a silver model 
provided by the Celtic coins of Aquitania in the second century before Christ. 
We have to correct the dating assigned by archaeologists, for it is not 20,000 
years old, but only 2,000 years of age. . . The word engraved onitis still in use 
in present-day Basque. 

“Thus, the forthcoming years will doubtless witness more drastic pruning of 
the antiquity assigned to some European works of art.” (p. 291) 

All these findings fit well within the biblical creation model of origins which 
postulates an age for mankind — civilized, created mankind — of some 
thousands (and not tens of thousands) of years. 

The principal “news” of the book is that ancient Norse, Baltic and Celtic 
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ships crossed the Atlantic Ocean at the peak of the Bronze Age along a sea 
route opened up at northerly latitudes due to the polar melting and milder 
climate of that time. These peoples traded with the Algonquian Indians and left 
engraved rock inscriptions at various places on the North American continent 
(including sites in California and Nevada, as well as the more “expected” ones 
in Canada and New England). The origin and activity of these European visitors 
is attested by the deciphering of the inscriptions which were written in the 
ancient ogam alphabet, appearing also in its form of ogam consaine, in the 
related 7ifinag script used among the Berbers and Tuareg of North Africa, and 
also by some native Indian artists of quite recent times in paintings of their 
past. To one who is familiar even to a slight degree with ancient Teutonic- 
Germanic linguistics, the numerous tables and reproductions of deciphered 
inscriptions on the North American continent (and Peterborough, Ontario, 
Canada in particular) show a striking relationship to modern Germanic lan- 
guages (and much more so to Old Norse or the Anglo-Saxon of King Alfred’s 
time) and fully confirm the author's thesis by themselves. 

There is additional evidence, such as stone carvings of ancient origin show- 
ing people of obviously Europoid origin; “all the evidence indicates that these 
cultures were created in America, at an era long before the colonists arrived in 
modern times” (p. 97). There are the do/mens (huge capstones supported on 
smaller vertical slabs and resembling tables) widely found both all over Bronze 
Age Europe, and also in North America. A number of photographs of such 
megalithic monuments on both sides of the Atlantic are contained in the book 
(p. 54-69). One photograph shows “the largest known dolmen in North Amer- 
ica... at North Salem, New York, and mistakenly attributed by an adjacent 
signpost to ‘the action of the Ice Age." (p. 68, emphasis added). The Bronze 
Age finds at Peterborough, Ontario, “one of the wonders of American 
archaeology” show that a North European visitor, King Woden-lithi (“Servant 
of Woden") built an astronomical observatory here, which shows a knowledge 
of the constellations and understanding of the motions of the sun through the 
signs of the zodiac “so surprising . . . that at first it seems impossible that the 
site could be ancient.’’ However, a study of the development of astronomy 
shows that King Woden-lithi could indeed “‘have known what he did know and 
yet have lived in an epoch 3,500 years before our own.” (p. 119) 

By all means get this book and enjoy it. We thank Dr. Gary North, Director of 
the Institute for Christian Economics, Box 8000, Tyler, TX 75711, for having 
brought it to our attention in I.C.E.’s newsletter. 


Reviewed by Ellen Myers 


P.S. For those interested in pursuing this topic in detail, or in ancient linguistic 
research and relationships, we list the address provided by Barry Fell (who 
teaches at Harvard University, Cambridge, MA) for the Epigraphic Society. 
It is 6625 Bamburgh Drive, San Diego, CA 92117. 
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BOOK REVIEW 


Manuel J. Smith, Ph.D., When | Say No, | Feel Guilty. New York: Bantam 
Books, 1975, 19th Printing March 1981. Pb., 324 pp. incl. Suggested Techni- 
cal Readings and Glossary of Systematic Assertive Skills, $3.95. 


A perennial bestseller since it first appeared on the popular pocketbook 
market, this primer on assertiveness was written by a clinical-experimental 
psychologist now in private practice and on the faculty of psychology at UCLA. 
Dr. Smith is a self-professed practical man; he begins his book by praising his 
“honest, gutsy” professor of psychology who “held the firm, scholarly belief 
that 95 per cent of what is pandered as scientific psychological theory is sheer 
garbage” (1). 

The dedication preceding the text is revealing: ‘To mankind, the one animal 
species | truly care about . . .” This prepares us for the author's strong and 
surprisingly optimistic emotional attachment to non-theistic (really atheistic) 
evolution in the Darwinian manner. “Contrary to what some doomsday 
prophets tell us,” he confidently asserts, “‘we humansare the most successful, 
most adaptive, smartest, and toughest biological organisms ever to come off 
nature’s evolutional drawing board” (4). We then get a thumbnail sketch of 
human evolution which is worth reading because some such fantasy lies at 
the root of modern thought in general: 


“If we can believe the evidence and general conclusions that anthro- 
pologists, zoologists, and other scientists place before us, we can see 
that eons ago, along evolutional struggle took place on this earth. In this 
struggle, the genetic family of our human and animal ancestors com- 
peted with other species for survival under the harsh terms laid down by 
the ecological forces of nature. Not only did our ancestors survive under 
these competitive conditions, they flourished. We have survived and 
prevailed while other species have died out or are facing extinction 
because we are physiologically and psychologically built for survival 
under all conditions. Our primitive ancestors survived, not in spite of 
problems, but because of them. We have developed as humans from a 
series of animals who evolved the ability to cope successfully with 
problems in harsh times and a harsh environment. With this ability . . . 
we are beginning a process of preserving our earth and other species on 
it for the survival of future generations. (4-5). 


Such is the stuff from which the modern evolutionist myth is made and 
perpetuated. 

Smith then contends that evolution added a “great new verbal and problem- 
solving brain” to the more primitive animal brain and thus gave us a verbal and 
problem-solving ability in addition to the animal coping behavior of fight and 
flight. His book is addressed to this marvelous evolved verbal and problem- 
solving ability in man. He is sure this will work (or, if this will not work, then 
something will), for he has “implicit faith in our tried and tested genetic 
heritage for the survival of our species” within the “continuum with the state 
of mankind as a dynamic, still evolving species” (320). Can you see and 
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understand how one holding to this optimistic faith, considering it “scientifi- 
cally proven,” would emotionally resent anyone, like creationists, trying to 
undermine his or her faith by anti-evolutionist evidences? 

For Smith, “that unique, individual part of you that you call ‘me’ " is “that 
part of all of us where we are independent of God, Mom and Dad, the Law, 
Morals, and Other People; the part of us where we decide what we want...” 
(318). Here is his atheism in a nutshell. It is an individualist-anarchist kind of 
atheism, also evident from Smith‘s “Bill of Assertive Rights’ discussed tho- 
roughly in the book. The first “assertive right’ is “You have the right to judge 
your own behavior, thoughts, and emotions, and to take the responsibility for 
their initiation and consequences upon yourself.” It flies directly in the face of 
biblical Christianity and the Creator-God of the Bible. Again, such a “right” is 
crucial and emotionally most precious to godless “assertive” man who dare 
not see himself as created and therefore responsible to the Creator. Derivative 
from this first “assertive right” are all others (even as in Humanist Manifesto! 
all humanist planks depend upon the first, denial of supernatural creation). 

Much could be said about “assertiveness” as manipulation every whit as 
devious as the manipulation by guilt it is supposed to overcome. There is a 
“glossary of assertive skills” (which include the “‘broken record,” “fogging” 
and “negative assertion’). These skills are learned in simulated conversations 
and are designed to make the client feel comfortable with “saying no” to those 
who would have him or her comply with their (selfish, by definition) wishes. Of 
particular interest in this glossary is the comment about “workable com- 
promise:” “If the end goal (of the compromise) involves a matter of your 
self-worth ... there can be no compromise” (324). Self-worth — my own 
self-worth as seen by me myself — ultimately determines the “‘assertive”’ 
individual's relations with others. Here is unfounded, unmitigated, unmeasur- 
able pride at its explicit worst. 

The horror of our time of lawlessness and hostility to God and godly men can 
be shown by the fact that this book, and countless others like it, is a runaway 
bestseller on the popular market. 


Reviewed by Ellen Myers 
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““Self-Image’’ — Or 
Created Identity in Christ 


Ellen Myers 


Dear Renee, 

lam happy to hear about your successful diet! How good our Lord has been 
to give you the power at last to become His child also in your battle with 
overeating (John 1:12), and to establish you in a pattern of nutrition which 
should maintain this victory and benefit your health as long as you live on 
earth. 

It was interesting to hear about the “behavior training” which was part of 
your weight loss program. It seems to center the dieter’s attention totally upon 
her or his own self and “‘will power,” seeking to motivate by holding out 
success in reaching worldly goals (success, money, career advancement, 
becoming more attractive socially and sexually). Your own motivation, thank 
God, was different — simply to be enabled to eat no more and no less than 
“your daily bread” for which Christ taught us to pray, from now on day by day 
— and to shame Him no more when calling yourself a Christian before the 
world. For this He gave you daily strength and blessing, rewarding your faith, 
as He had not with your dieting attempts in the past. “If we ask anything 
according to His will, He hears us.” 

Howright you are about the fundamentally anti-biblical thrust of the training 
manual’s recommendations to become more “‘assertive,’’ to practice relaxa- 
tion techniques and generally to use “self-help” or self-fulfillment” devices 
straight from the mouths of various pop-psychologists! Yes indeed, this kind of 
flashy, superficial “instruction” complete with the buzz-words of the seasonis 
found everywhere today. As you put it so well, it is the “fallout” from earlier 
trends in academic psychology. 

The part of your diet manual you seem to accept is its emphasis upon the 
client's “self-image.” The manual states, ‘You are what you think you are,” 
and “a healthy self-image comes from practicing positive self-image tech- 
niques.”' So far, so what — this manual is not written by Christians for 
Christians. But the little article you enclosed is, and it made you lean towards 
acceptance of this concept of “self-image” as valid and important. Let me just 
quote from this article: 

Certainly a positive self-image is important to our mental and emo- 
tional health. 

How do we develop a proper self-image? Do we do it by “looking out 
for No. 1?” Does it come by overcoming our “erroneous zones?” Do we 
develop a positive self-image by instilling within ourselves the idea that 
we are “born to win?” Or is it by convincing ourselves that “I'm OK 
—you're OK?” Some of these ideas have merit; others preach a “gospel” 
of self-salvation.2 
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The author then states that ‘a proper self-image comes as a result of loving 
and being loved” which we learn best from the Bible telling us of God’s love for 
us and of our need to love Him and others. 

This article, you write, merely sums up the message of another book, also 
written by a Christian for Christians and specifically Christian counselors, 
which you had recently read and agreed with. “It brought home to me,’ you 
say, “how insecure | have always felt because | did not have a good image of 
myself. | always felt people did not accept me or would not accept me as! was. 
Even after | became a believer, this did not change. What! do not see is how my 
self-image can improve even though repeating to myself that God loves me. | 
feel | must be realistic — | am still a sinner, | am still shy and slow to make 
friends, | still have no great talents. Being thinner makes me just average 
looking. | don’t like to think about myself, but | do think about myself a lot — I've 
always been introspective, trying to assess myself correctly. I think it’s true that 
loverate partly because my self-image was poor. | am afraid this may yet cause 
me to overeat again in a vicious circle. Pray for me.” 

Oh Renee, of course | will pray for you and am praying for you. But | believe 
and know that there is an answer to your “self-image” problem which can put 
and keep you on the right path. 

You see, no one in this world can have a true “self-image.” We read in 
Proverbs 20:24: “‘Man’‘s goings are of the LORD: how can a man then under- 
stand his own way?” Only God Himself, our Creator and Sustainer, knows all 
about us His creatures. We — our “selves” — are even nowin the making; only 
the Maker knows what He wants to make us into and how far along He is. St. 
Paul tells us in Il Corinthians 3:5: “Not that we are sufficient of ourselves to 
think any thing as of ourselves; but our sufficiency is of God.” In | Corinthians 
4:3-5 he writes: “But with me it is a very small thing that | should be judged of 
you, or of man’s judgment: yea, / judge not mine own self. For | know nothing 
by myself; yet am | not hereby justified: but he that judgeth me is the Lord. 
Therefore, judge nothing before the time, until the Lord come, who both will 
bring to light the hidden things of darkness, and will make manifest the 
counsels of the hearts: and then shall every man have praise of God.” 

Look at Psalm 139, beginning with the beautiful exclamation, “O LORD, 
thou hast searched me, and known me” and ending with the prayer: “Search 
me, O God, and know my heart; try me, and know my thoughts: and see if there 
be any wicked way in me, and lead me in the way everlasting.” We ourselves 
are incapable of searching and knowing ourselves! Socrates was wrong — his 
command “know thyself” is impossible to obey. We cannot have a proper 
“self-image” of ourselves. “A proper self-image” may be the subtlest idol of all, 
for the effort to build it supplants God Himself in our hearts. Truly “the heartis 
deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked: who can know it? | the 
LORD search the heart, | try the reins, even to give man according to his ways, 
and according to the fruit of his doings, ’’ as the prophet Jeremiah (Jer. 17:5-6) 
said hundreds of years before our Lord walked the earth. We are not to look at 
ourselves (introspection) but at Him the author and finisher of our faith 
(Hebrews 12:2a). Oh Renee, to look at yourself — to try to build up your own 
“self-image” — is to take your eyes off Him, and so to stumble and fall! 

This is what Satan made our first parents do when he caused them to look 
upon the forbidden tree and fruit, and to think, not of God their Creator Who 
loved them and had provided all things for their good, but of themselves. “And 
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you shall be as gods, knowing good and evil.’” They knew all they needed to 
know by God's revealed word and will, thatis, by Him. Even so we know all we 
need to know about ourselves, moment by moment as we walk with our 
heavenly Father as His good, child-like, Christ-like children. We do not need 
any “self-image” at all! That is the answer to the worldly counselors and to the 
misled Christian counselors infected with pop-psychology. 

Oh the relief when you realize that you need not torture yourself with efforts 
at self-judgment, self-introspection, “‘positive self-image techniques” (that is, 
lies by definition if Jeremiah is correct about the desperate wickedness of our 
hearts)! Just put yourself into His faithful, loving, skilled hands and let Him 
fashion you into the created identity in Christ He had in mind before He created 
the world. That created identity, once fully fashioned when “He shall appear 
and we shall be like Him” (I John 3:3) and “know as we are known” (I 
Corinthians 13:12), and will be ours eternally, our new name written upon the 
white stone of Revelation 2:17 and 3:12. Until then it cannot be revealed. It is 
even as with our Lord Himself Who never cared to have a “‘self-image,” but 
rather “being in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God: 
but made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant, 
and was made in the likeness of men: And being found in fashion as a man, he 
humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of the 
cross. Wherefore, God also has highly exalted him, and given him a name 
which is above every name” (Philippians 2:6-9). 

Beloved Christian teachers a generation or two ago knew of the vanity of 
building a “self-image.” They were.taught of God that the “self” underlying 
such a “self-image” is a fraud and a mirage invented by the adversary to keep 
us from looking unto Jesus in order to prevent the making of our true selves 
—our created identities in Christ. Listen to George MacDonald (1821-1905), 
the teacher and master of C.S. Lewis! He writes: 

We are and remain such creeping Christians, pecates we look at 
ourselves and not at Christ; because we gaze at the marks of our own 
soiled feet, and the trail of our own defiled garments . . . Or, having 
committed a petty fault . . . we mourn over the defilement to ourselves, 
and the shame of it before our friends, children, or servants, instead of 
hastening to make the due confession and amends to our fellow, and 
then, forgetting our own paltry self with its well-earned disgrace, lift up 
our eyes to the glory which alone will quicken the true man in us, andkill 
the peddling creature we so wrongly call our self.3 

He writes: : 

Do you ask, “What is faith in Him” | answer, ‘The leaving of your way, 
your objects, your self, and the taking of His and Him. . . Instead of so 
knowing Christ that they have Him in them saving them, they lie wasting 
themselves in soul-sickening self-examination . . ." 4 

You hit upon a deep truth about the trouble with building up a “self-image” 
when you said you always felt people did not accept you or would not accept 
you as you are. We seek honor from our fellow men and women and not the 
honor which comes — which can only come — from God only, God the only 
One Who truly knows us. This is exactly what Christ, the supreme master of 
true psychology, says of Christ-denying men (John 5:44). He should not have 
to say it of us who claim to be Christian believers! Again, think of the relief of 
not having to pose before other people as other than we are, of not having to 
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measure our worth by their appraisal of the simulated “self” we parade before 
them. 

We have such wonderful freedom in our Lord! How liberating, how alto- 
gether joyful it is not burdened any more with the anxiety, the insecurity, the 
weariness of introspection, prestige, care for our “selfl’’ C.S. Lewis, echoing 
MacDonald his master, writes of “the relief, the comfort, of taking the fancy- 
dress off — getting rid of the false self, with all its ‘Look at me’ and ‘Aren‘tla 
good boy?’ and all its posing and posturing. To get even near it, even for a 
moment, is like a drink of cold water to a man in a desert.’ “It is only in Him 
that the soul has room. In knowing Him is life and its gladness. The secret of 
your own heart you can never know; but you can know Him who knows its 
secret,’® says MacDonald. Our salvation is in offering ourselves back to our 
Creator, moment by moment, “‘dying daily” to our old, dead, false, surrogate 
“selves,” and “finding of our deeper, our true self — God's idea of us when He 
devised us — the Christ in us.” 

This, you know, is the goal of all creation. Itis “the manifestation of the sons 
of God” by which creation itself, now groaning and travailing in pain, shall at 
last be “delivered from the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the 
children of God” (Romans 8:19-22). If it is our destiny as believers to be 
“conformed to the image of God’s Son’ (Romans 8:29) — then what good, 
what need, in a “self-image” before our Lord has brought about our destiny? 
On the contrary, any effort to conceptualize such a “self-image” is not of faith 
— faith would wait upon the Lord to complete His work, His created identity in 
us — and “whatsoever is not of faith is sin’ (Romans 14:23b). Giving up our 
“selves’’ — our own lives — to Him is the touchstone of our faith, as He Himself 
told us (Luke 14:33). 

Some may murmur, “Do we then become mere shells with no ‘selves’ at all 
when we accept Christ?” Again a “self-image” (“shells”), and again a fraud 
and mirage! Let me answer in C.S. Lewis‘s words from the conclusion of his 
Mere Christianity: 

| said there were Personalities in God. | will go further now. There are no 
real personalities anywhere else. Until you have given your self to Him 
you will not have a real self. Sameness is to be found most among the 
most “natural” men, not among those who surrender to Christ. How 
monotonously alike all the great tyrants and conquerors have been: how 
gloriously different are the saints. 

But there must be a real giving up of the self. You must throw it away 
“blindly” so to speak. . . Aslong as your own personality is what you are 
bothering about, you are not going to Him at all. The very first step is to 
try to forget about the self altogether . . . 

The principle runs through all life from top to bottom. Give up yourself, 
and you will find your real self ... Submit to death, death of your 
ambitions and favorite wishes every day. . .Keep back nothing. . . Look 
for yourself, and you will find in the long run only hatred, loneliness, 
despair, rage, ruin and decay. But look for Christ and you will find Him, 
and with Him everything else thrown in.® 

Let us both have grace to do this, Renee! 


Yours lovingly in Him, 
Donna 
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FOOTNOTES 


1 cf. numerous lessons in Wutri-System of America Behavior Education 

Dieter Workbook |, 1982. 
The actual dieting system in this program is excellent. The diet is rich in 
fresh vegetables, whole grain cereal, some fruit, little meat and fat, with 
vitamin and calcium supplements. Emphasis is on long-term maintenance 
of proper weight and nutrition. Salt, sugar, caffeine and cola are avoided. 
Much water must be drunk daily while losing weight. A similar diet is 
recommended by the National Cancer Institute in 1983, which also claimed 
that 60% of cancer in women and 40% of cancer in men is due to faulty 
diets. Note that a vegetable, fruit and whole grain diet would be close to the 
diet of man between original creation and the Flood. 

2 Quoted from “Self-Image” by Danny Cottrell, Pulpit Helps, September 
1983. This is a generally fine publication addressed to Christian ministers 
and workers of the biblical faith. The article originally appeared in 20th 
Century Christian. 

3 CS. Lewis, George MacDonald, An Anthology (Garden City, NY: Doubleday 
& Co. Dolphin Books Edition, 1962), 44. 

4 Ibid., 92. 

5 C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc. 
Paperbacks Edition 1960, Nineteenth Printing 1975), 114. 

5 Lewis, George MacDonald, 127. 

7 Ibid., 139. 

8 Lewis, Mere Christianity, 190. 
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What An End Lies Before Us 
George MacDonald (1824-1905) 


By his creation each man is isolated with God; each, in respect to His 
peculiar making, can say, “My God; each can come to Him alone, and speak 
with Him face to face, as a man speaketh with his friend. . . Each of us is a 
distinct flower or tree in the spiritual garden of God — precious, each for his 
own sake, in the eyes of Him who is even now making us —each of us watered 
and shone upon, and filled with life, for the sake of his flower, his completed 
being, which will blossom out of him at last to the glory and pleasure of the 
great Gardener. For each has within him a secret of the Divinity; each is 
growing toward the revelation of that secret to himself, and so to the full 
reception, according to his measure, of the divine. Every moment that he is true 
to his true self some fresh channel is opened upward for the coming glory of 
the flower, the conscious offering of his whole being in beauty, to his Maker. 
Each man, then, is in God's sight, worth. Life and action, thought and intent, 
are sacred. And what an end lies before us! 





CSSH Quarterly 
Vol. VI, No. 2 (Winter 1983) 
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The Light of Hope 
Mary Tenbrink 


God gave me a challenge 
an opportunity 

to walk with a brother 
through his 

dark cave of pain. 


As we walked 

| heard 

the heaviness of his footsteps 
and 

the quivering fear in his voice 
as he spoke with words 

of despair 

that seemed to echo 

a familiar sound 

somewhere 

in my heart 

where reminiscence of black suffering 
lay thick like tar. 


Suddenly, 

I was no longer 

outside looking in, 

but seeing through his eyes 

as our silent tears 

softened the path which we traveled. 


Hours slipped by 

as we wandered toward 

a stream of light 

peeking from the cave’s end. 
A light most welcomed 

A light most needed 

The light of hope. 


Mary Tenbrink receives her mail at 2021 N. Old Manor, #303, Wichita, Kansas, 
67208. 
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Jesus Appeared in My Cell 
Last Night 


The Romanian Radu Gyr, 20 years in jail, composed in a solitary cell, 
infested with rats, bedbugs, and lice, the following verses: 


Jesus appeared in my cell last night. 

He was tall, He was sad, but, oh, He was light. 
The moonbeams | treasured grew suddenly dim 
As, startled and happy, | looked upon HIM. 


He came and He stood by the mat where | tossed 
And silently showed what His sufferings cost. 

The scars were all there, in His hands and His feet, 
And a wound in His side where His heart did beat. 


He smiled — and was gone. And | fell on the stone 
And cried out, “Dear sus — don’t leave me alone!” 
Clutching the bars, | was pierced through the palms — 
Blessed gift, blessed scars. 


From Jesus to the Communist World, Inc., August 1983 Newsletter, P.O. Box 
2947, Torrance, CA 90509. 
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Don’t Be Intimidated by 
Accusations of Bias 
Paul A. Bartz 


Christians are often told that they should not let their religious bias influence 
certain parts of their lives. Bias in science is said to be especially bad. We 
also hear that we should not insist on legislating our religious moral biases into 
law. Have you ever noticed that the “unbiased” conclusion always seems to be 
anti-God and contrary to Scripture? 

Consider evolution and the moral values which are rooted in evolution anda 
denial of God as our Creator. Scientists who are creationists are constantly 
faulted for being biased and trying to impose their religious beliefs on science. 
The resultis that the bias of evolution rules the scientific world to the point that 
qualified scientists whose only sin is being creationist are discriminated 
against. 

It is clearly not a matter of a biased position versus a non-biased position. 

The same goes for morality. Christians who are pro-life are continually told 
that they shouldn't impose their religious values on the country through 
outlawing abortion. The result is that pro-abortion values are forced upon the 
pro-life person, even to the point where he must pay for the very abortions 
which he considers to be murder. It is not the biased against the unbiased 
— either way somebody's morality is forced upon someone else. 

In the public school classroom the tenets of humanism have been imposed 
even upon Christian children in the name of avoiding religious bias. Yet secular 
humanism has even been defined as a religion of its own by the Supreme 
Court. Bias has not been avoided, just the bias toward Christianity. 

The pointis just this: Christians should not be intimidated into silence by the 
accusation that they are biased. Of course Christians are biased. Every human 
being is essentially religious, and even rocks have a bias — if the rock is moving 
it wants to keep moving, if it is at rest it wants to remain at rest. Scientists are 
not without bias. They have beliefs just like everyone else. Evolutionary scien- 
tists are no less biased than are creation scientists, and creation scientists are 
no more biased than are evolutionary scientists. 

The path to open-mindedness does not lie in escaping bias. Open- 
mindedness begins when we realize our biases, evaluate them, and discover 
how they influence our conclusions. Christians must learn that bias, in and of 
itself, is neither good nor evil, it is simply there. The good or the evil lies in the 
content of the bias. Then, rather than being intimidated to silence by accusa- 
tions of bias, we will be able to be the salt that we have been called to be. 


Reprinted with permission from Bible-Science Newsletter, August, 1983, p. 9. 
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Clip and mail to: CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 
1429 N. Holyoke 
Wichita, Kansas 67208 


O Enclosed is my payment of $12* for Sustaining Membership dues. | sub- 
scribe to the Creation Social Science and Humanities Society's Statement 
of Belief: 

1. The Bible is the written Word of God. It is inspired and inerrant throughout. 
Its assertions are historically and scientifically true in all the original auto- 
graphs. To the student of the social sciences and humanities this means 
that the account of origins in Genesis is a factual presentation of simple 
historical truths. 

2. All basic types of living things, including man, were made by direct creative 
acts of God during the Creation Week described in Genesis. Whatever 
biological changes have occurred since Creation Week have accomplished 
only changes within the original created kinds. 

3. The great Flood described in Genesis, commonly referred to as the Noa- 
chian Flood, was an historic event worldwide in its extent and effect. 

4. We are an organization of Christian men and women who accept Jesus 
Christ as our Lord and Saviour. The account of the special creation of Adam 
and Eve as one man and woman in the image of God and their subsequent 
fall into sin is the basis for our belief in the necessity of a Saviour for all 
mankind. Therefore, salvation can come only through accepting Jesus 
Christ as our Saviour. 


Date: 


Signature: 





Address: 





State — ZIP 





City: 
*($13 U.S. if you reside outside the USA). 


O Enclosed is non-member subscription fee of $14 (foreign, $15 U.S.) for one 
year's subscription to the CSSH Quarterly (to run through September 
1984), 

Mail to: 


Name — 
Address ——————_—_—_—————— 
City a eee 


State Zip 
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